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s : TR Th‘~’study compared the self—concept-of twenty EMR junior high
- ) schqpl boys in spec1a1 classes with a control group of twenty non-

"EFR juf ior high school boys in regular classgs. . : S

. . -
‘ . - ™ n . .

S : o self-concept scaf:s were us¢d as measurement instruments.
' N .

v “The flata from the two instruments wére. collected, scored, interpreted

AL - and/ compared. In addition-to the® test scores from the two self-
. < . . N Y . .

1%

R | " - the oumulative record folders and compared. . +
. v ‘

[l

The“results of the study supported the hypothesis ‘which predicted

o -

o that EMR students would have meore negative-self—concepts than non-EMR
. - /étudents, however‘th; differences were not significant. b' fﬁ'
Lo . f‘ Correlations with self-concept and reading, were positiv but low,
.“.ﬂ/zbowever there was no relapionship between IQ and self—concept among
- : ~[. 2?9 EMR students. . There was'a high‘positive rela;ionship between 1Q

- i ‘

F. and self-cordcept among non-EMR students and a low positive relationship

¥

* / between reading and self-concept.

. : . ’ e Darlene Crockett.
P ot ' Dr. Larry Guthrie
.o * ) - ~ une, 1975
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e S coscept cales, I1Q sCores and Teading grade levels were collected from
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- special class placement’also has several possible” disadvantages. On= of &
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In an.effort to help*many students, educators have grouped students

I3

by placing the slqw'achievers into special classes. Special class place—

’ * e

ment for educable mentally handicapped studerts (hereafter referred to as

» .~
-

EMH or EMR for educable mentallyAretarded) Has many dvantages, however

these disadvantages is the effects of speeial class’ placement on the sgpdent s' . g
‘self—concept. .Does special class plaCement have a negativepeffect on the . ".; %
student's self;concept? If so‘would,this interfere,with learning or academic' ) j o
achievement?' These quegtions.are important;ifleducatprs/are to edugate thg .,Q .f;

A . f

Fa s

v

. : ' C
period; and ‘they often displayed disruptive behaviors during classes. }Some

. I ” . - 1 - J; {- -~ 3 1
whole childy, nowever beiore rhese questlions are answered, 4a Closer’HOOK ac’
. . | T o

. L L V . R !
‘the 'student's selfxzceoncept should be Zonsidergd. There is a need to determine j

.. . e
if EMR students, as a wholer have a more negative self-concept tiHan ‘normal . ,
. . v . . : . ‘
‘regular class students. ' '
- The investigator s hypothesis was that’ EMR students in special classes ’

tend to have a qpre negative or lower self-concept than: normal regular )

glass: studeuts! This hypothesis was formed after teaching junlor high sqhool

a
.

EMR students and observing the behavior of régular ClaSu students and * SRR
N

N .
special class students. Most often special class students appeareds;: to ) R

have lkttle respect for themselves as individ&als and little respect'for
others; they'constantlyscriticized themselves, others and their srhool "\\ 5

asé&gnments, they considered themselves as failures in school and the social l

v - " |

world;'they often appeared to sit and daydream during the.entire class .
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of the regular class studentsg appeared to demonstrate the same type of

“

behavior but the degree of.incidentS'apbeared less‘disrdptive.

‘The purpose of this-proJecE'waé to compare thq-self—hbnceptsﬁof EMR

junior high school boys with a control group of qon—EMK boys. The problem

R
was to determine whether EMR students’had a lower self-concébt thah non-

n
*

EMR“sﬁﬁdeﬁgs. "In doing this study IQ ahd reading scores were collected -

*from the cumulativézfolders\of.both groups and compared. The relationships

i o X of self-concept and academic achievement in reading and self-concept and
{ . ' L ’ -t . .
ﬂ ' I1Q scores of both groups were also noted in the study.
1 . . v
i o 2 C o,
: For the purpose of this project, self-con t is defined as the way o
i o * the student sees himself and the way he reports on nimself. ' s
. 1 - ’ ' ’:. v‘ ’ . i "
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,Icﬁild miy feel now, among intellectual peers, adequate and accepted." If in- ‘

]

studieé have also indicated that these students have a mbre negative self-

v : “ ' CHAPTER II : B , b

REVLEW OF RELATED RESOURCES.

‘Several studies have indicated that.special class placement does

v
I
-

effect the educable wentally retarded (EMR) student's self—cbﬁcept. These

concepit than regular cldss students, however a few studies have indicated

that ﬁhe self-concept of special class students is not dramatically different
from that of the regular class»students.‘ : : .

r]

&urger, Colllns and Doherty (2) compared the self-concepts of high
schodl EMR stydents with a control group of nonretarded students by using
the‘iennessee Self—Concept Scale which consisted of fourteen categories.

"It was hypothesized that EMR students would have significantly more
negééive self~concepts than the retarded %tudents.? EMR students were

'i- o . - . v _
found to have a more negative self-concept. on the Self-Criticism, Identity,

Sociél~Self, and the Moral—Ethicql Self Scéles! however no:significant

differences were found in the Self-Satisfaction, Behavior,, Pﬁysical—Self

. -, . . .
and Pérsonal#Self scales.- "This study alsb revealed the general negative
/ e
concepts and low self-esteem of both groups.
U St » - .

. ~ ’
Méyergﬁitz (16) did a study of the effects of special class placement

upon the EMR student's self-concept. He stated, "there are two‘possibilities
of change in self-concept through pl®sement in special classes: (a) tiy

child may feel rejectéd because he is ségrégated from‘his peers; or (b) the

. Y
vestigations done in-this study showed that _there is no difference between

L

-

children remaining in their regular class and children placed in a special

X
)
N . :

/




o Y -
class, this would 'be ihterpreted to mean that placement in a special class*
produced no cnange in self-concept. The Illinois Index of Self—Derrogatfon

" scale was(administered to 180 students who were completing the first grade.

*

One hundred twenty subjeets were EMR students (Binet IQ 60 to 85) sixty of

"which remained in a regular class and.sixty of which were placed in a

-

special class and sixty regular class students of a@erage IQ. The study

N

pointed out a significant difference between the self-concept of EMR students

and normal students in a regular class. The_EMR students in. the special
class had a more negative self-concept thptr the EMR students who remained

in the regular class. The Illinois Index of Self-Derrogation used in this

-

study was designed for administration by the teacher to groups of five
children. This scale was standardized on a sample of 120° prlmary’gge subjects

.with IQs between 60 ‘and 85 and 160 chlldren of normal IQs. - :
® . -

Mayer (12) hypothesized that EMR students who were placed in a snecial
class early in their school lives would have developed more positive self-
concepts than‘those th were placed at-a later time was n?t snppprted by
this study.t The Children's Self-Concept Scale by Lipsitt and The Way I_Feel

About Myself Ey‘Piers‘and Harris were administered to 98 EMR junior high

school students. Permanent record files were used to determine the number
aof years spent in regular class prior to special class placement. The results

of this study }evealed that there was no relationship Oﬁ time of placement,

K]

a4 ) .
in a special class and self-concept, however there was evidence that EMR

s. .lents developed self-concepts which compared positively with those"
of normal students. - ) ' : .- .

Carvajal (4) study done on 100 EMR students, 50 of which were in 'special

! ’,

Qlass and Sp of which were in regular clase indicated that:physical setting,

(2

whether jn special class& or regular class, was not significant variable

in the developpent of the—self-concept.of educable retarded adolescents. The

T Y

.~



- i

- four criteria used in this Study were, "I See.Myself}As,f "My Parents

See Me As," "My Friends See Me As," and 'Most of My Teachers SeeEMe Ag."

The prediction Variables were sex, age, IQ, employment status, socioeconomic

conditions, siblings in spec1al education, parent s education, teacher v

2 preparation, curriculuxni educational setting and home status. The subjects »

-

. ranged in age 14-17 years, had\IQ range of 65-80, showed no evidence of

physical impairments and had been in their present class setting .for the
&past twosyears. ’ ' ’ - . R
-~ ! . -t K
; ) A wide-range self-concept scale‘wae<developed and administered to ‘*

3

’ stqgents in grades 3,,6 and lO’by Ellenj?iers and Dale Harris. ¢€10) The
| : : )
B study reported was the "first btep in gystematic efforts to develop and
T B .
standardize & general self-concept instrument whith could be used with .

children oven a wide age range and determine correlates of self-concept

\ ) .

'in children.'™ Slow, average and bright students participated in‘the study.
The relationsghip between self—concept scores and IQ was considerably

_greater at che sixth grade level, indicating that EMR students would have

—

- .

a lower se}f—concept than reghlar ‘class students. The gelf-concept sgcale

: was also ddministered to a group of 88 adolescent inatitutionalized
. / B

retarded females whose mean IQ wds 69.6 and g reading 1evel of 3.0 or aboves'

. v . Scores’ confirmed expectationa that the. aelf~concept of EMR studentse would
8 ’/ . .
. fall beiow that of normals. :

4

The McCandless and Willey study (14) of 3elf~concept was‘dOne on five

l
fifth grade mormal, regular clasges and five EMR gpecial classes. Testing'

1 1]

-, ,consisted of .asking the children to check 4b adjectives as "like" or
A ) X

like" the reference group. The groups differed in about the same ratio of

not' 4

-

—unfavorable adjectives they attributed to themselves. Each group viewed -

itsélf more positively than it was viewed by the other group. Positive’

b

. ) o [ad

B




aél§~concapta a8 & group appeared to héld equally by normal and EMR studénté."

) S A _ .
McCandless and Willey felt’ that the ¥ypical EMR-student possesfbd a more .

. .

negatiye.salf~conégbt'and'own group copcépﬁ'ﬁhan was revgaled ‘through the

instrument used'én the atddy; They“indicaﬁed that the mgthods f;ﬁ:teﬂtgng

- o . ' ~ e
may \ave been to open and direct for exploring the more sensitive self and
. \
b N y ' A
sglf group concept. They suggested using methd?%_that are less obviously

L]

socially desirable or undesirable.

- w
Carrol (3) coﬁpared‘the self~concept of EMR students in a segregatéé

d——

apec{al class to the aelf*conéegtiof EMR students in a partially integrated

-

) . S - Y
class by means of a pretest, pogitest over a pericd of one academic year.

‘The Illinois Index of Self Derrogation and the Wide Range Achievement Test

# ,
to both groups. The reaultsvof the gtudy indicated that

L L 4

were administered
EMR students in a segregated special claa§ would show lesa improvement

in self-concept than EMR, students in a partially 1ntegrated setting. The "

study concluded that children fuliy integrated into ‘the hegﬁlar,ciassl-

- , <.
di%&ffiifr academically, The results of this study appeared-to tonfimm

that segregated special‘:iéss placement does have an effect on the student's

self-conéépt. -

-

The relationship of -teacher ratings and:self—concept»oﬂ»EMR‘studbnca'~
was examined in a study done by Dalton and Richmond. (5) ‘One hundred -
subjects were.randomly selecteh from all educable classrooms in a large

urban school system. The subjects ranged in ages 9 tp 15 years. The-logl

of these gubjects ranged trom 50 to 75. Teachers rq}ed ea;h;studen;’on

+

social behavior, &cademic and emotiodzzﬂ;:;;;TQr which were components

of the:Performance Profile for the Youné Moderately and MLildly Retrarded
N ~
scale. The Coopersmith Self-Esteem lnventory was administered 'to the

‘-

students. Thie strdy indicated that»thgée students ranked hlghnin academic A

L . o N
' . li PR




areas by their teachers had-a more posftive self-concept than those
.- e , o .
sﬂbdéncn who were ranked iow im agédemic areas,-however téacher -evaluatton
. St ) ] - ‘
e : of the student's social and emgtional behavior were not sigrificantly

related to self rating:. Dalton and Richmond stated the importamce of
. ) . :

. va

", the mentally retarded children to learn to,achieve academically slncq//
A ‘ - \. - . e

«  Academic pragress. of mentally retarded children vas an {mportant variable

- \ . : @« %
in the development of their total self-concept.

. ) _ Mayer (13) lmpllea-that;the gelf-concepts of BMR junlor high school
&-
: ‘ /9tnden5§ in apecial classes are: nd‘ too different from those of the normal

and thelr self-concepts do not vary by Qpcioeconomic level or, lrtelklgence ‘
. L . ‘-" -
leJeL within the range .of 50 ta 75. : S
' e o‘ - , Y 1)
McCarwié (15) studied 50 secondary wchool cLassea for EMu studonte -

. ‘ ” \V4
. ' His conclusions revealed ghat ctudentg with higher IQs were ibund to
. . * . . C . B .
. - s [ .
have more posftive self-«:oncepta".‘.’t ¥ g

-
X » .

. The. artfcle (9) "S?if-Concept and Acngkmic Underachlevemqst" defined .
aert-concepu as ''the attltudes and feelings that a person: has regnrdid\N

“himself.” The: theorv that hthh auhfbvers have a more po tive sel‘-concept

-

‘than low achlev¢rs vas examined and confirmed in a s done on 88 n/ng{

- ¢

. grade students Jﬁ;h n radges of 90 110 on the Californta Tust of Yeatal
: -~
Maturity. The median gradé’polnt average was computed. Students who.
bt . ! r- o .

> felled belo& the median wdre cénsldered unde}achleoQgs. % . 3
. : A = | - -

n . Smith (Zk‘) stated in hts book that low concepta of i?lf-‘uot:‘h 1s/a

, . N . .
. secondary charactbrlatfc<uhlch is common among teenage-retardates.

’ N -
. ¥ .
Secondary characteristica! as stated by Smith, become morg obvious,

»

e, ‘complicated a;;\ﬁifficultjas the retarded 1n§1v1dual'app§gﬂnhos and procecds
. .,' » '. \\L ) ~

through adolescence.” ° i

R T T




3
. Rothstefn '(19) stated, "A characteristic gf ER children is that of

. _ _ yg8elf-devaluation which is a result of imbalance between the child's

competencies, intellectual and ehysical. and the demands of his envirpnment."

'Self—devaluetiop ofteu denonstratqd through behavior and attitudes,'tbere-
4_£ore the child nften has strong feelings of unuorthiness. Rothstetn

stressed the fmpqrtance of the teacher's role in 2uiding the child {n

— ~

changing the’ negative self-concepts to more positive self—concepts

beceuae aelf—concepts formed and, reinforced during chgldhood often persist
oy

throughput adulthood.

. . * . *

»

Sawrey (2)) defines “self-concept "how one thinks of himself as
' ) . . \ o,

a person."” He:stated that is is important for the teacher to be aware of

5 : . . &
how each child thinks of himself as a person and how nis self-concept,

-when once developed“becomes an anchoring point for the student's behavior.
Conforming tor iebelling»againat teachers, classmates and rules could

/ ‘ r
often be understooﬁ 4n terms of the child's self-concept. Sawrey believed

LS

R ¢ that discip{}n&ry’protedures, reinforcement in learning. the use of
rewards and punishment es-behavier conerol-can only be carried ouéﬁadequately
' ‘by way of underetendidgzthe seTﬁﬁapncept of the students. bf -
Michael, Robeck andvuilson {17) indicated that failures in school,
eupported by negative ?einforcements often leads to negative self -concepts.
Often atticudes of defense and’ regression are indicators of negative self-
- ‘concepts. It was stated that children of low~socio-economic backgrounda
and below average 1qtelligence are likely to see themselves as failures
and often have'loﬁ perceptions of themsqlves.

~ .o Fox, Luszki and S;hmuch (7) def ined "ae1f~concept as a "person’s

view of himself, the most complete picture that an indi dual has of

- -

himself at a particular time." They indicated that the way person sees

h}meelf may be the key factor influencing his behavior. Teachers should

t.
LI

. ' > ) ‘ EEE I




be concerned with the self-cpncepcé of their students because the self:

- -

concept is a good indicator of the condition of the student's meﬁtal

health, the way. a per;on sees himself is often a determinant of his be- .

havior toward others, a person with a negative self:concept of ten sees

himself as a failure and the sqff-concepg can be'chaqéedo .
Most of the research findings and articles agreed that the gelf-

concept is seen as a determinint element in behavior. The definition of
‘ .

self-concept was common among most of the ;eaearchers and educators.-
[ ] =
“Self- concept" is the way an individual sees himself at any ‘particular

time. Most of the studies also :evealed that negative self-concept if

reinforced will continue thrdughout édulthood._ A?l of the studies stréssed

the importance of having a positive sélf;oopcépt.

.

The purpose of the article written by Lawrence and Winschel (11}
was ‘to review the resedrch done on thp self-concept of the refarded
scudenta and to focus on the use of 1nstrumenta used ‘to meagure self-

;pncept. They concluded that more research should be done in this area
. . ' . . - . .
and many of the instruments used for measuring Celf—concept are question-

able. . ¥ . - :

L Instruments used and 1nterpretaiiona are imﬁorcaﬂt‘invassessing
the self~concept. ﬂost 1nstrpments yield only anvestimate of the child 8

self-concept. Gondon (8) pointed out in her manual How I See ‘qself
; <.

that all self-concepg 1nstruments have weakneasess. Some of the weaknesses

of the instruments used to measuré‘se;f-cqnce?t are: students may not
be truthful in answéring the questions, they may:answeflas they believe
The teacher wishes, students may not re;pond to. a particula 41tem ;;d
they Jmay not understand the test items.

that this scale {s for group compdrisons. Thw scale was revised.in order -

One advantage of using th:\\:ju 1 See Wyself” scale by Gordon is \\L\r
. * \’ -

- . , .
i >
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to make the language Jless ambiguoua, The scale was administered td'gkbjecta

in the third, fifth, sixth, seventh, tenth and twelfth grades.* The items

. on the test werevconatructed from data from approximately 9,@00 children.
Tha instrument was easy to score. Positive self-concepts were indicated
by high acores. This inatrument was used in the studycfor group comparisons.

The self-~concept gf«a gtoup of normal regular class students was comp%;ed

L
» v

» . to a group. of IMR special class studénts. The lanéuaée used if the /

ingtrument was apprOpriate for hdth groups. the iIinstrument was alsd‘ ‘-

’ ) . : . H

uged with subjects who were aimilar to the subjects who were tested.

. i . !
The Pierg-Harris Children 8 Self~Concept Scale, (18) "The Way i .

- Feel About Myself“ was alao chosen to be used becauae it was standardized
using high aih9olnalowt average and brigh:*aubjects from a,crosa aection

of socio-economic, levels. This acalefwas used in sevaral atgdiea with -
\\Rcfﬁal and EMR studenta, g:adea 3-12. ‘One-diaadvantage,of using this
»-
gcale in the atudy wag that it required a third grade reading level

‘ Most of the EMR students tested were reading %elow the third grade level,
. . / v * v
> : .
however the test was vead to the EMR studentg. Mayer used this scale
T i . :

. - j : ' [
in both of his.studies. (12) and (13) The vocabulary'was also appropriate

for the subjeeta: N ¢ X . /' - / ‘
Only two of the instrunenta which were used in the previdua atudiea
. " comparing the éelf-conceptiof EMR aﬁe;ia1:c1a58 students were,appfoﬁriate
for both.groups. The two different inattumenta“for meaauning gelf~concept
lend beliaf to the finding of the study. R ’/ .

Most of these resqﬂrch findings aupported the inveatigatur s theory

“ . -

that EMR students in special clasaea;do have a more negative self-concept )
. . than normal regular class students, towever Mayer's. study of EﬂR junior

high school students in special clgsses and Carvajal's study revealed that
. / _ , -

' -- \ : (9N /’. “... i . .
o S e o T
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. the self-concepts of EMR st&dents,ﬁere nat -.too‘d.ifferen't from .those of
. normal students. Séverak studleq also supported t—:he hypothesis that
; T,
i .. .. students w1th higher IQs and students who~~ranked hié&r in academic areas ¢
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‘CHAPTER 11 , ]

3
-

IMPLEMENTING THE RESEARCH DESIGN
. 7 _ ! i

The hypothesissthat‘EMR students in.sﬁecial education classes tend

, ? . . )

. ’ . 4 ' ]

to have a more négative self-concept than non-EMR students was tested by |
. - |

. . %

'adminlsterlng two self—concept scales to regular class students and EMR - ’
' students. The’ purpose of this proJect was to compare the~self conceBts R . {
’ J

of EMR Junior high. school boys with a control group of normal regular class

junlor high school boys. The problem was to determIne whether EMR students A

<

b .
2

had a lower self—doncept than(noutEMR étudents.‘

~ e -

|

. The subJects on whom data was collected were elghth and n1nth grade ' _ ! i
.boys, twenty of which were EMR spetlal class students and twenty of which
were regular class spudents[ The boys of both griggs were fourtéen and
fifteen yearga éfﬁ{‘ The m 'o;ity ofithe subjects'llved in low income o ’ ;
residential'areas and was onsidered as being culturally deprived. The '

study was done at a local public g*ner city, all black junior high school "

in Gary, Indlana.
THe control greup consisted pf’twenty non—E&R regnlar class students . . 3
rando;ly selected. All ef the studentsfwere reading atvor above fifth grade i
level. Their IQs ranged from 75 to 125 with a mead’IQ of 95: lt was indicated |

in the pvoposal presented previously t these students had_reading levels Ly

testing. Most of the students were co

achievers scholastically. ' ‘ &

» . . “w

1
The twenty educable mentally handicaﬁped students were in speciél;:?: ‘ ,,a) l%
. |
17 - &
ry .




classes, and had ‘been” for at least’ three years or longef Their IQS
rangeﬁ from’ 52-77 (Binet) and ;heir reading levels ranged frbm O 5—3 5.

They were assigned to special classes in English, Math and.Social Studies,

L8 ’ . | e/
. ;

but wére allowed to’ attend gym, musig, shop and or art With the regular
class students. There were four wings in the school,’each of which serviced  ,

four departments,-English, Math, Socidl Stflidies and others,.however.the
’ . . | . . I
1
\

three special education class rooms were grouped together on one,ﬁing.'
Two self-concept scales, "The Pier-Harris Scale" and “'The Gordon s,

How T See Myself Scale" were administered to both groups by the investi—

- «

e : gator. The_subJects were ;tésted in two groups: all EMR~§tudents in omne
- oL, o :.I N . Y ] ’ 1
group, and all non-EMR.students in the other group. The questions and test _ ,
Ry ' ' - |
items were read to the group of .EMR students so-that. the inability to

3

¢ read would not be a factor ih the obtdined scored, The'investigator:talked , N
. \ .

-~

N . : ' ¢

- .

" to the studentg about the importanceuof finding out how~studﬁnts really - y

felt about.themselves,'before distributing the test booklets. ‘The students

~

were encounaged.to answer the items as they really felt they were, not as_ - |
they thought they should be. It was also stressed%ghat the two scales

‘ . were notgp test, there were no, right or wrong answers,, the resulﬁs would’ / J

\ : [} . . j

T not affect their school grades and would be kept confidential . g

' '\» . * »

o The Piers-Harris scalé was administered te both groups ;. but" separately, . l
the first day of testing.« The instructions were read‘aloud by -the
. . S . ‘- - g
investigator. It.was stressed that the students imdicate their responses ' "

. N St . ‘
. ¢ . X N . . -
by putting a circle around either yes or no for all eighty items. There S
1 - - . R . . I

\ X should have been no omissions and no double'circles, even if some items 1
. ‘\. ‘ N . [
‘were dfffipult to decidei Each item was read'twice to the EMR group,.yhile‘ g T

. each student circled his answer in the test booklet The non-EMR students ' - ‘f
preferred to read the itemsfihemselves. Each group appeared to under-

* \ . . r , "3

stand each 1tem and completed the scale with no difficulty. The &

‘ - \ Fe
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group completéd the scale with no difficulty. “The EMR group completed tbe
N hd !

4

;

The test consisted of eighty iﬁems which were scored by using the %ey } \

\

scale winhin 15 minutes and the: non—EMR group were finlshed in 10 minutes
; \ . 4

'

provided. ‘Four of the items wers.reversed from the original ﬁo;q_}n.qfdeﬁ
, ! >=t > ¥

to prcvide a balance of-items keyed yes and no. High scores_indicat#d a
- positive self—ccncept, uhereas low Sccres indichted a'hegative ::lf:concept;
Sccres wefe computéd and the mean sccre"was calculated for each.grouu and
a
compared; The standard dev1ation at t-value were also computed and
{

compared. Tbiéﬁ\cale was believed to be the most rellable of the .two scales
| - . ,
because of the ease-¢f administering, its low readability and low

- . -

comprehensi#n level. = ‘ ST .
. ! ) X .. . L
" The sebcndary form of "How ‘I See Myself Scéle by Gordon was ad—
ministered the followi:%;ﬁest day. The scale consisted of 42 items, eight-
. ek

teed of which were'rev rSedsii there would be a decrease in the tendency

-

of students to go-dowh the five's columt in making their responses. Each"

item was read to the Evm.ﬁtudents as they circled the. number whlch best

H
[y

described them. - The EMR st ents experienced some difficulty in completing

. : Tk
the scale. They were advised to ask questions if they did nof undersda
the iteﬁs The *i tems were then explgined to the subjects. The'nod—EMR
P TR .

students appeéred to experience no difficulty in completing the test.

The Gest sheets were collected and'scoredr The‘eighteen items‘were

converted so that'fiVe represented the positive end of thé ;z;le\ lhe\fﬁ'
#* ‘ . : . . N A

higher the score, the more positive the studegt's selfzconcept. The_mean

-

score, for each group was calculated and compared. The standard deviation
e -

N\

and t-value were also computed aﬁchgmpared,

The IQ scores and reading levels of ‘both groups‘WEre-collected\from

. »

the cumulative fplders. IQ scores for non-EMR stud?nté were based on scores . -
. ’ ) A .

received on the Lorge—f&g}ndike, Secondary Battery which had ‘been

P
.~ . Ce

K

-
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administéred in.Marph,'1974. The IQ scores for tﬁe EMR studbnts were based ~
- . . * : » Coe
i on the Binet received in May, .1974. and January,” 1975. The relationships °
" " between IQ and self-concpet and achievement in teading and self-concept - )
¢ ob both groups were also compared. The IQ mean scork and the self-concept ,
[} . . . : -
) - i
N mean score of the two groups were compared. The 5tandard deviation and the '
' ) . : ! .
: . : [ . .
. t-value fbr each group were also computed and compared fpr reading and IQ.. . .
e . - h < . o ‘ ‘
. ) .
. | ;
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CHAPTER IV

-
-

: DATA AND ANALYSIS

The findingé of this study indicated significant differences .in

the self-concpet of EMR and non-EMR students on the Piers-Harris Self-

Concept Scale, howéver the‘differenceé were not so sigﬁificant on fhe
~ . v N ~ . .

Y R ' t ’ ' ’ Y

.Gordon's Self-Concept Scale.

f

The means and standard deviations of the Piers-Harris Scale were
. . o, :
computed for both groups and compared. These results were reported in'

’

Table If~ The mean self-concept score was 56.6 for the -EMR group and
. ¢ : o ’ -
65.35 for the non-EMR group on "The Way I Feel About Myself," Piers-

Harris scale with standard deviations of 9.2 and 3.9 respectively. -The

. ¢ v -

t-value of .3.4 as indicated in Tahle IT showed a significant difference be-

. [ . - ' . -
‘tween th? éélf—cgncepts'of the .EMR' and non-EMR group. A t-value of,2.89 is

r
1

necessary at the, .0l level of confidence. These results supported the
» . Y

L.

- “hypothesis that EMR students do have a more negativg self-concept than-

~

non-EMR studentgs. The mean score of both groups were within the normal
- - . . .
. i

range when compared with the normative data.

.

~

The mean score’dnd standard deviations were also computed and compared

[4

for Gordon's, "How I See Myself" self-concept scale. The me?n score for the

r
{

~ EMR group was 134.2 and 141.6 for the non-EMR group as indicated in TabléAT.
The $taﬁdard deviation for the EMR group was 14.8 as compared to 17.6 for'

the non~EMR group. The t;value'was 115.' A t—vqlue of 1.3 was necessary at

. s )
the .20 level of confidence. The différences ‘-between the mean score was not

Y - NN <‘- » .
significant, although it was in the hypothesized direction that EMR students

\]

do have a lawer self-concpet than regular class students.
t ’ . »

-
. .
» .
v Al . - . .
. .
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~ Two predictor Variablgs, IQ and reading oﬁ‘the two self-~concept
scal;s were also analyzed. The Pearson product-moment correlations were
calculated fo; gelf—conqépt and IQ and self-concept and reading.
The;IQ méan score§> standard deviations and t-value calculated for
both groups are éresented in-Table I. The resglts indicated a significant
difference between IQ of the EMﬁ group'aﬁd IQ of the non-EMR group. This

g . . - N
difference was expected because a low IQ was one characteristic of EMR

students. The mean’IQ of 95.4 for the EMR group was 66.75.with a standard

deviatibn of 5.6 as compared.to the mean IQ of 95.4 for.the non~EMR group |,

with a gtandard deviation of lzng. The findings of this étu&y'indicated

-

H : i * —
that -there is a positive correlation between IQ dnd self-concept for the

s

non-EMR group. (See Table II-Piers-Harris scale .547 and Gordon's scale 2

.583) however Table II also indicated that IQ is not a predictoyr of self-

concept‘for the'EMR?%rouﬁ. (correlation = .133 Piers-Harris scale and .151

Gordon's scale) ' ' ,

.
4

¢ Table I shéwed\thé mean scores for reading grade levels for both

«

PR G . ._
groups. vThqwﬁéqgéscore for the EMR group was 2.8 with a standard deviation

8 . . R . -
3mqf .74 as compared to the mean score 6f 6.67 for the non-EMR group with K

a standard deviation of ,97. The t-value for reading between the two groups

was expected. This significant difference was expected because most EMR

+

-

students read at or below third grade level. It was interesting to note

the almost identical correlation for reading and self-concept on the Piers-

- -

Harris scale for both groups. The correlation as shown in Table II for

the EMR group was .376 and .377 for the non-EMR group. Since the critical

value of relationship at the .05 level was .378 there was no cprrelation

e 1

(between reading grade level and self-concept.
e

In general, the EMR group obtained a. lower mean score on both self-

‘concept scales than the non-EMR group. There was a positive correlation.

[ S ’
i

-



of IQ and self-concept for the non-EMR group, however there was no relation-®

ship beWeen IQ/énd self-econcept for the non-EMR group. There was no

. significant correlation of reading and self-concept for both groups.

TABLE I. COMPARISON OF SELF-CONCEPT, IQ AND READING LEVELS BETWEEN °

‘ . »
: EMR AND NON-EMR STUDENTS
« ) . - (
[ R " ! v ]
W ) ' ’ Total Raw- Mean

Variable Score Score SD t-Value

Piers-Harris Seale ) ) _ . v : .
R . Self-Concept : ’ ‘, N

EMR . 1132 . 56.6 6.2 3.4%
Non~EMR ~ 1307 65.35 9.6
Gordon's Scale ,~
Self-Concept ‘ ' .
EMR 4 2683 ©134.2 14.8 o L.5%k
Non-EMR 2838 : 141.9 17.6 :
iQ
EMR L1325 66.7 5.6 9.4 .
Non—EMR ‘ v 1908 : - 95.4 “12,3 .
Reading '
EMR 0 s6.d _ 2.8 0.74 14.1
Non-EMR e 133.4 @ 6.67 0.97 " .

*degree of freedom = 38, a "t"-value of 2.89 was necessary at the .0l leved
of cofifidence

*%a "tl'-value of 1.3 was necessary at the .20 level
) ) Vos
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TABLE II. CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS: .
s
- . EMR NORMAL
: : L \A‘{ L J
IQ and Self—Concep& v .
" (Piers-Harris Scale) \ .133 $347
1Q and Self-Concept
(Gordon's Scale) L151 583
Reading and Sélf—Concept
(Piers-Harris Scale) .376 £377 .
Reading and Self-Concept

. 240

Critical value\gg\;alationship at .05 lewel, .378°

s’
’
N
-
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» .
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ue;g also analyzed.

” CHAPTER .V

) ) SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS .

, \ ' » N ’
- e S
Two self-concept scales were admfmistered to 40 junior high school

boye, twenty of which ‘were educable ﬁeuﬁhily retarded. in special classes

t

and twenty of which were nou-EHR,boys in reguler classea . The se1f~concept-

L]

, scales administered to the %0 subjacts were the Piers—quris Self—Concept

& l

Scale, “The Upy 1 Feel Abouc Myself" and "The How I See Hygelf" ‘'scale by ’

\ L4

Ira J. Gordon.™ Mgau group scores on botb scales,were compar;B\{;f the two

groups. The relatiéhships of IQ and gglﬁhconcept.aqﬁ reading and“-self-concept

- . '

-

. The total raw scores’ fo? both scales for both groups Eell within the
normal range, 1ndicating that both groups as a whqle "had positive self-
concepts, however the study indicated that the non-EMR group had a more
poaitive.self4honcept than-the EMR group. The results of theli-qqlue supported

the predicted hypotheéis that EMR students had less positive self-céncepts
\-" .

than regular class students. The t-value between the two grdups on the
L} . . .

’ : . ) .
Plers-Harris Scale indicated a significant difference, however no sigifficant

differences were found on Gordon's Scale. ‘ ) //~’

.

This study was in partial agreement with Heyéroqttz’s study (M) which

indicated that there was a significant difference between the self-concepts

of EMR students and normal students, however it was also in disagreement Y

with Meyerowitz's findings which indicated that the EMR students and non-EMR

students scored only at the 30th percentile as compared with normative da;a

-

-

(indicating that both groups had low self-concepts)
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. N *  There is evidence of a positive relationshi; betwéen self-concept and )
IQ for the non-ESR group, howgver therﬁ/is no correlatipn betui;: iQ and ’ .

self-concept for ché EMR group. ﬁﬁhese results partiaLly qupported the

hypothesls that students with hlgﬁer IQs héd aqmore positive qelf—concept |
v N F i
than students with‘lo.wér 1Qs. This YInding is in;grement with McGarvig's «

-

...and five earlier reports 1pd1cated in his study. (l4) This theory did got

N L ¢ '
.hold true’for the EMR.grdup. McGarvie reported, “many educators ace

convinced that persons {n the lower ranges of intelligence are more'aﬁlfJioug -
to';heir'plight and gﬁ;reforn ..ve more pqsitlve self-esteen.” T%e luveaﬁié‘;or-

. believed that the EHR group may have had a tendency to mark the end numbé?s‘

e

- T without conslderlng the inside or middle numbers.--

. ’ - The theory that ‘students wiik hlgher'readlng lev§15 unuld have 8. @ore,
]

positive self-concept tban s:udents reading at the/ﬂgbg; lev.ls was not '~ '
. - X

. supported by this study. Both groups ahoued low correlatﬁoﬁs betueen rejding
“and seli-concépt on both scales. This finding vas in agreement*With Dalfon T e
and Rlchmond s_findings (5) whlgh lmplied that those studemgsiranked high

in academic areas hid a more positive self concept_&ﬁ:h those students who
. : . L .
. i e ranked low lq‘academ;c areas. T;e FMR group ranked lower ih readiag than
. the non-EMR group, and also hadfa low;r §eL§jconsept-than the non-éHR group.
1Q and readlng'ags not a slgn?ficant y;;lable for predicting self-
K . cOncept'9i EMR ;;udents.-ﬁquVer 1Q could g; a predicting Qaridbi’hforl
-énén-EHR studgnts. Réadlng fas not a ;redlctor o( self-concept for both

groups.\“fhe findings revealed that a less positive self—koncept may be
caused by many factors other than lack of intelligence and low reading
'Q

abilities.

1t was concluded that specfal class placement may have an effect on

the student's self—concept: One lmpliciiiun which emerged frofm this project
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-

,was that the curriculum for EMR students should include emphasiskon social

-

deve%opment as well as’ academic progress. Another implication which
emerged from the project was that more studies are needed in this .area,
of self-concept of EMR students using a pre-test before being plagéd .

into a 3peciél education program and a post-test several years after

lacement. .
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e N
AN ‘A “ 3 |
e <
. R . - . ‘\ . - B
IS .-~ 'Here are a set of statements. Some of them are true ol you and so you will circle
the yes. Some are not true of you'and so you will circle the no. Answer every
question even if some are hard to decide, but do not circle Both - yes and no. Re-
member, sircle the .yed'if ‘the. statement is genemny like you; or circle the no if.
~ the stafement is genero‘ﬂy riot like you. There are no'right or wrong answers.
N ) /" Only you can tell’us how you feel about ydurseif so we hope you will mark the -
; . '/ N . -
D ./ way you reallﬂeel inside. . . S : 2 ~
[_ v e . ’ : . . -
: /1. My classmates make fun ofme . . . . . .. \ ......... . . yes no
E T o/ L - , N - . . -
{, , ,?“F"«.-“- 2. lamahappyperson . . . . . ... Lo, e e e yes no
E / '
: /o ‘ S , T
/ 3. It is hard for me to make friends . | ... . e e e e e e e e e yes/no/’
4. | am often sad R e NG, . .//yes no . -
s 5. lamsmart . [ . ... U R S e e e yes no .
| o 6. lamshy . .. .. .. e e e e e e e e e e e e e - yes no - “
\ 7. | get nervous when the teacher callsonme . . . . .. .. ... .. yes no
. 8. M?’fdoks botherme . . ...+ . ... ... R . ... yes no
9. When | grow'gu'p,, "I will be an important person no
“10. no ‘ “
. ST no- T
} R V2 no %
- , , I
x 1. 13. "o
i 14, no ™ -
B T
] 15. no ‘ }
E‘ . e
' . ’ LA ) . .- T N L
[n 16. | have 900_d,..ilg¥écs e e e e e e e e e “x ........ .. .3. yes no .
' - g A ' . - . :
‘ - - Co ", -~ ) Y
, , li./ﬂlﬂgm’(nlm/pmrfcnt imemP?er of my family . . . .. .’/ e .oyes im0 o
‘ s ) ’ ) ‘ o e - . ' . - - o
B 18. I usually want my owg way . - :""'I_’./_,.»»‘:/. e 7
19. lam good at mc:kmg fhmgs withmy hands —777 . . . . ... ... yes no B
- ) / : , -
. t. 20.




. .

2 ) ’ |
©2] W’I-..a"mgoodj_n .my.school WOrK . v e e e e e e e e e e e e e e . & YES
‘_22 1 do m'ony ‘bod things. . . . . e e e e e e . DRI . yes
- 23 lcandrcwyell.-.....'i.......... ................. ?es
.24 '} am good m music. « . . . . . R yes
2:'; -1 behave badlyﬂ at h;rﬁe .......................... yes
:’26 i qm- slow in finishing my school Work © e e e e e e e e e - ﬁiyes
“ 27. 1 am an lmpo:onf member of my class . . . . . .. .o oo yes
28. 1am n»ervpuﬁ ....... S '- .................. yes
29‘;.".,Ihhavelpref\ty“g)fes e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e yes
30. | can give agoad report in front of; theclass. . . . .. ... .. L. .. yes
31. Tn schoo;\l:l am a' dre;mer ........... S .. D yes
| 32. !picl: on mAy"‘bro’fhe"rG) and sister(s) . . et e yes
33. My friends l'ike'r:y ideas. . . . .. . S yes
/ éfi. J often get into troublé ............. S yes
: 35. i am ok;edfent at homve ....... e e e e e e e e e e e e yes
.36.‘¢lamluy ....... "" ......... s...vyes
37. tworry alot v s .. . L T R I e yes
| 38 My parents expect foo much of ME. « v v e e e et yes
3?\..\ | like b;ei.ng theway lam . . ..o oo yes
'”40: | feel 'lef’f out of fhi,ng"s' e ’ f e e e e e e w a. ..o YeES

o q N ; | .
- 1.?: ’
Y : ' :14 .
i * ;ﬁ - )

no

no .’

no

no

no

no

no -

no

ne

no

no

no -

no ]
no
no
no
no

no
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vt ‘v‘e
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. ‘ | G
41. lhavenicehair . . . . o oo e e e i+ .. yeS DO
42. 1 oftén volunteer in schoc_;i I . yes no
| wishv | were different . -
| sleep well cf‘nighf Ll
45. ‘.l' hate school . .~ . .
46. 1 am among the last kg be chosen for games
47. lamsickalot. . ..
48. | am often mean to other people . . . . ... oo e R yes no -
49. My lcl;cssmcfes in scheol think | have g‘ood‘idecs' ..... o yes no
50. | am unhappy. . . . . “ ..... yes no
. 1 have mg.r}y friends . . .. . .. e e e o .+ - yes no
52. lamcheerful . . .. ... ... ..... . ... . yes no
53. lam dl..lmb aboub most things . « « v v v v v e e e e e e yes no
51;. | am good looking . . . . e e e e e . \ . . yes no
55. | have lots of pép e e e e e .. .. yes no
56.. | get info a lo’r.of fights e e e e e e e SR .. yes no
57.q | am populur wif; Roys. « v v v oo vl e e e " yes no
58, Pe:ople pick on me .. * ................ e _yes no
59. My family is diSGppoinfedvin ME « v v o v m e e STSPE yes ro‘
 60. t4fave a pleasant foce . . . . . . ,..‘/ ...... e et e e e .. .oyes NO
‘\
N \



) .
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61, When Iltry to make something, everything seems to go wr{mg S ... yes
62. 1am pickéd onathome . . ... . ... ... R yes
63. 1 am a leader in games and sporfs . . .o .o e e e e e e e e e yes
4. lamclumsy . . v v oo v oo e e e e e e e e e e yes
55. - In games and sports, | wdtch Ensteqd of plloy Ce e yes
66. | forget what llearn . « . . . . . .. e e e e e e e yes
67. | am easy to éet alongwith + « oo v v v&s

68 | lose my temper easily v oo e e e e e e e e e yes:

' 69.. I am popular with girls. . .. ..o ee . .»I'. ........... yes

. 70.‘ .I am a 960d reader. o v v e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e yes
71. | would rather work alone than with a group e e e e e e e e e e yes

72, | like my brother (sister) . . . . .o ..o yes

- 73. lhoveoéogd Figure « o o vy e I yes.
74. |am often afaid . « . . . . - T L .. yes
75. l‘;‘om always dropping or breaking fhil:}gs ...... e e e e e e e yes

_76. leanbe rusked . v v v v v e e e e e e e e - yes
77. | c;m different from other people . .« o« o o oo o e e yes
78. | think bad thoughts . . . . . . . e e e e e e e e yes
79. leryeasily v oo v v v s e e e e T ‘. yes
80. lama go ;d PEISON « « v v o v e e e e e e J. yes

% \k.
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no

no

no

no

no

no ’

no
no
no
no
no
no
no

no

‘no




HOW I SEE MYSELF

-~

. Age:

Eiementary Form

APPENDIX B

Developed by Ira J. Gordon, Director, Institute for Deyelopments
of Human Resources, Collége of Education, University of Florida,

Gainesville, Florida 32601.

Nothing gets me too mad

I don't stay with things
and finish them

I'm very good at drawing

s

I don't like to work on
cormmittees, projects

I wish [ were smaller
(taller) -

I worry a lot”

I wish I could do some-
thing with my hair

E
Teachers like me
I've lots of* energy

I don't play games very
well

. I'm just thélright

weight

The glrls\don>t like
me, leave ke out

I'm very good at, speaking 1
betfore a gro ;

teashers

1 don't like teachers

¥

\-1
I don't feel at easc,
comfortable inside

! get mad easily and explode

I stay.@fth something till
I finish

I'm not muth good in drawing

I like to work with others

1)
I'm just the right height
I don't worry much

My hair is nice-looking

Teachers don't like me
I haven't much energy

I-play games very well
I wish I were heavier,
lighter

The girls like me a lot,
choose me

I'm not much good at speaking
before a group

I wish [ were prettier
(good looking)

I'm not much good in music.

I don't get along with
teachers

I like teachers very much

[ fcel very at ease,
comFortable inside
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Elementary Form

19. 1 don't like to try
: new things

200 1 hévé'trouble control- .
ling my feelings .

21. I do well in school work

22, I want the bpys to like
me - é ,_’

23, 1 don't llke the way I
look

.% ,
24, I dﬁﬁTfkwﬁnt the girls
to like \me A

25. I'm very healthy

26, I don’% dance well

27. 1 write well ~

28. 1 1like“to work alone ™

ot

29. I use my time well

30. I'm not,much good at mak-
ing things thh my hands

»

31. f‘hlsh 1 could do some-
thing ahout my skin

32. School isn't interesting
to me y .

33. 1 don't do mathematics!
‘well

34. I'm not as smart as the
others

35. The boys like me a lot,
choose me

36. My clothes arc not as
I'd like

Tw
37. 1 like school

38. I wish I were built like
the others

39.% 1 don't read well
4u, } don't learn new

things easily

%

HOW T ,SEE MYSELF

(8]

Page 2

I like to try new things

" 1L can handle my feelings

[ %]

L

€

I don't do well in school

I don't want the boys to
like me .

I like the way I look

-

I want the girls to like
me

I get sick a lot
I'm a very good dancer .

I don't write well ~

1 don’t liKe to work alone"

£

T don't know how to plan

my time

I'm very good at making

- things with my hands

/

1y

My skin is nice-looking

School is very interesting

14

I'm real good in mathematics
I'm smarter than most of
the others

The boys don't like me,
leave me out

My clothes arc nice

I don't li.e /school.
/

I'm duppy With the way I am
/

I read very weill

r
I lcarn aew things easily

R
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. APPENDIX C

Raw Test Scbres and Mean Scorés

Suijacts' (éiera~ﬂarris) (Gordon) ‘ IQ Reading
r Pair No. Self~Concept Self-Concept
; EMR n&ﬁ«EMR EMR  non-~-EMR EMR non-EMR =~ FMR Jon-EHR
1 5 64 75 133 152 59 89 2.2 5.6
2 . W 75 19 186 56 . 96 3.2 6.3
3 | 57 74 149 176 0 116 3.2 8.0
4 } 65 72 . 12 112 77127 3.2 8.3
5 69 70 157 160 66 106 2.6 1.5
- 6 60 69 140 132 61 100 .2.6 6.0
7 .50 69 129 131 ) 66 92' 2.4 6.9
8 65 67 153 128 & 106 1.3 8.3
9 59 65 121 144 72 95 - 3.0 6.1
10 65 65 139 145" 68 9 2.1 . &.2
11 62 65 145 117 63 75 1.5 5.8
12 63 64 143 109 70 95 3.6 6.5
: 13 63 64 98 138 69 92 2.9 8.0
% 59 63 12 13 62 90 4.0 7.1
15 62 63 145 150 63 95 2.0 6.6
16 51 62 122 123 70 95 3.1 7.1
\" 17 49 59 110 145 63 100 3.6 6.5
- 18 3% 59 125 134 . 65 15 2.6 5.3
| .19 6 sS4 132 152 . 75 84, 3.8 5.0
E 20 54 53 139 130 66 84 3.0 6.3
'Raw Scores 1132 1307 2683 2838 1325 1908, 56.1 133.4
Mean Scores 56.6 65.35 1364.2 141.6 66.75 95.4 2.8 6.67

| 39
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